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Prof. W. Byers; Prof. R.V. Patel 
Call to Order 
The meeting was called to order by Dr. Bertrand at 2:06 pm. 


Approval of Agenda 


The Agenda as presented was approved. 


Approval of Senate Minutes 


Dr. Bertrand advised that the Minutes of the Senate meeting of 16 
September 1994 were not completed in time for approval at today's meeting 
and would be put over for approval at the next meeting. 


Elections to the Special Committee on the Role of Senate in University 


Governance 


It was suggested that this item be Postponed until such time as Senate had 
dealt with several specific issues concerning Senate Reform, at which time 
Senate might also wish to consider a revised composition for the Special 
Committee. 


It was agreed that the item be moved down to Other Business - Item XII on 
the Agenda. 


Remarks from the Chair 


Commenting with respect to the Industrial Engineering situation, Dr. 
Bertrand advised that he had written to the students involved outlining the 
current situation, including the fact that the Faculty was working on 
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revisions to the programme for submission to the Faculty Council and 
Senate hopefully before the end of the month; that he had guaranteed 
admission fee reimbursements to students who might wish to transfer to 
other universities; that definitive answers to all of the questions would be 
made available by the middle of November 1994; and that the University 
had received agreement from three external engineers to serve on the 
Advisory Committee to the Vice-Rector, Academic, on Matters Relating to 
the Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science, i.e. Mr. Morrel 
Bachynski, President, MPB Technologies Ltd; Dr. Pierre Bélanger, Dean of 
Engineering, McGill University; and Dr. Frank Wilson, Vice-President, 
Research and International Cooperation, University of New Brunswick. 


It was reported that the B.A. Major in Applied Social Science, and the B.A. 
and B.Sc. Majors in Psychology had been accepted for accreditation by the 
Conseil Provincial des Affaires Sociales (FTQ), and that employees with 
those degrees would be retroactively paid to January 1990; and that while 
the B.A. Major in Child Studies had -not been accepted, as was the case 
with all such programmes offered by other Quebec universities, employees 
could be credited for courses taken which were part of an accredited degree. 


Commenting with respect to Prof. McDonough's motion concerning Senate 
election of a Vice-Chair of the Board of Governors, Dr. Bertrand advised 
that it was the feeling of the Steering Committee that this might be one of the 
issues considered during the general discussion on Senate Reform under 
Agenda Item X. 


With respect to articles concerning comments and correspondence from the 
former Rector which had appeared recently in the internal media relating to a 
memorandum which he had circulated to the University community on 29 
August 1994, Dr. Bertrand advised that he had not said in his memo that the 
Rector should not have access to some discretionary funds, but rather that it 
was his belief that as was the case with other senior University 
administrators, including Deans, etc., the Rector should have access to a 
small amount of money for use as "seed" money, etc.; and that it was never 
his intention to withdraw completely the discretionary funds form the 
Rector's Office. At the same time, he reiterated that he considered 2.2. 
million dollars to be a lot of money, that it was his belief that no single 
individual in the University, or anywhere else, should have control over that 
amount of money, and that some people had misconstrued that to mean that 
it was his intention to get rid of all discretionary accounts, which was 
absolutely not true. 


Items for Information 


Reporting on behalf of SCAPP vis-a-vis the planning process, Dr. Parker 
advised that it was intended that a planning priorities document would be 
available by 31 May 1995 which would be forwarded to the Office of the 
Rector for purposes of informing the budgetary process in preparation for 
the 1996/97 academic year; that while we were again in another transitional 
year, it was anticipated that the planning and budgetary processes would be 
formally linked for the 1996/97 academic year; that in the meantime, the 
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Financial Framework document was being relied upon to determine and 
organize the budget; that SCAPP was also dealing with some of the issues 
raised last year vis-a-vis historical budgetary inequities, and the manner in 
which development money was to be distributed; and that he would report 
to Senate periodically with respect to progress on the issue of historical 
budgetary inequities. 


Dr. Bertrand advised that the Academic Services Committee, at the request 
of the Director of Libraries, had moved to establish a Review Committee to 
review Library operations, as had been done previously with respect to the 
Office of the Registrar and the Audio Visual Department. 


Dr. Proppe reported with respect to the two budgetary processes currently 
underway, i.e., the development of the supplementary budget required as a 
consequence of the last minute $800,000.00 budget cut at the end of the last 
year, and which was expected to be presented to the Board of Governors on 
18 January 1995; and the preparation of an aggregated provisional budget 
based upon the Framework document, the details of which were to be 
worked out through the Departmental consultation process, etc., in early 
Spring 1995. /4 


Question Period 


Responding to a student concern with respect to the Federal Government's 
social reform proposal relating to post-secondary education funding, Dr. 
Bertrand advised that it was premature to consider formal motions of 
disapproval at Senate and the Board of Governors, but that the matter could 
be raised for discussion at a subsequent meeting. 


In response to concerns and questions vis-a-vis clarification of the 
University's travel policy and obligations concerning the Rider Travel 
Group, Dr. Proppe advised that the current contract guaranteed the best 
possible rates available from among bona-fide travel Agencies, as well as a 
discount the amount of which could not be disclosed; that attempts were 
being made to ensure that the particular research grants would receive the 
full benefits of the travel discount; and that a rigorous bidding procedure 
had been followed with respect to contract proposals, and that the 
University had undoubtedly succeeded in negotiating the best contract 
possible and an excellent financial arrangement with a single travel agent, 
particularly given the size of Concordia's total travel budget. He also 
suggested that use of a single travel agent would eliminate or reduce the 
possible potential for abuse of the system. 


Responding to a question concerning additional space and laboratories 
required for accreditation of the Industrial Engineering Programme, Dean 
Taddeo advised that Jane Needles, space analyst, had been approached 
concerning the matter, and that she was now looking into possible 
alternatives for January 1995. 


With respect to comments and concerns relating to an "administrative survey 
feedback mechanism" in the Faculty of Commerce and Administration, it 
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was Stated that the issues involved included privacy of individuals, 
academic freedom, freedom of speech, fundamental questions regarding the 
rights of Faculty Council and Senate, etc.; that there was a commonly held 
view that Council was free to discuss a whole range of issues of its own 
choosing under item XII of the Powers of the Faculty Councils; but that it 
seemed to have evolved that Council was not free to discuss everything that 
it might wish to, and in particular, it seemed to have no right to discuss a 
formal feedback mechanism concerning Faculty administrators, nor any 
right to discuss the student evaluation of teaching questionnaire, etc. And it 
was wondered whether the Vice-Rector, Academic would undertake to 
report to Senate, not so much about the powers of Faculty Council, but 
rather on the issue as to what the rights of Faculty Council were with 
respect to deciding what it wished to talk about, and by implication, the 
rights of Senate. 


In response to the above, Dr. Parker advised that one of the difficulties 
involved was that in many instances, the rights and decisions taken by 
Faculty Councils were defined by the Council itself, by its culture, faculty, 
etc., by means of consensus, and that actions were often taken on the basis 
of that consensus; that notwithstanding a set of By-Laws, an agreement on 
the part of individuals within Council as to what they could or might wish to 
do by consensus, agreement or comfortableness, really emanated from the 
Council itself; that he was prepared to report back to Senate as to the 
legalities of Council actions and mandate, and what it could or could not do; 
that the University was now facing a situation in the Faculty of Commerce 
and Administration with respect to which a legal opinion on one particular 
item already existed; and that he was interested in this particularly important 
issue and was prepared to report back to Senate on the matter at a 
subsequent meeting. 


In response to questions raised with respect to the Industrial Engineering 
situation, including a question from the graduate student Senate 
representative as to whether the University was considering waiving the 
tuition fees for the required one-year supplemental course period which 
students transferring to the Mechanical Engineering Programme would have 
to take, Dr. Bertrand advised that notwithstanding the limited time-factor, 
everyone recognized and understood the importance of dealing with 
possible Industrial Engineering curriculum changes as expeditiorialy as 
possible within the available time-frame; and that he had already explained 
in his letter to the students involved, that once Senate had taken a decision 
with respect to the programme, the various questions raised, including those 
with respect to tuition fees, etc. , would be looked into and answers made 
available to the students by the middle of November 1994 as to how the 
University might assist them in the best possible manner. 


Responding in a series of questions relating to what was termed a "constant 
space environment", and particularly with respect to its implications for 
faculty hirings where laboratory and research space was involved, Dr. 
Bertrand explained that the University had run out. of space and that we, 
were now in a space reallocation situation; and he emphasized that it was 
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important that everyone be aware of this, and that there be more creativity 
particularly with respect to space allocation vis-a-vis new faculty hirings. 


In response to questions concerning decisions to be taken with respect to the 
Rector's discretionary accounts, particularly with respect to the funding of 
special student projects and funding of research initiatives through CASA, 
Dr. Bertrand advised that the decisions would be taken sometime before the 
establishment of the 1995/96 Operating Budget; and that decisions would 
have to be taken with respect to CASA funding particularly in relationship to 
the Faculty Research Development Programme and other University 
priorities for incorporation into the Capital Budget. 


Other issues which were raised and responded to included questions 
concerning existing mechanisms and the spirit for dealing with programme 
deficiencies in areas other than Industrial Engineering; and the extraordinary 
expenses incurred with respect to events from May 1994, and related effects 
on the 1994/95 Operating Budget. 


Appointments to Senate Committees 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. SCHEINBERG, SECONDED BY MR. 
GUPTA, THAT THE APPOINTMENTS TO SENATE COMMITTEES AS 
CONTAINED IN DOCUMENT US-94-9-D5, BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 
Senate Reform 


With respect to this item, Dr. Bertrand explained that it was the feeling of 
the Steering Committee that there were certain items in the Report from the 
Task Force on Senate Reform that might be dealt with by Senate 
independently of, and prior to, completion of the work of the proposed 
Special Committee, some of which might be the subject of a 30-minute 
discussion at today's meeting, including Recommendation 2.2, A, B, C, 
and D in Document US-93-8-DIO and the motion from Prof. McDonough 
concerning the Senate election of one of the Vice-Chairs of the Board of 
Governors. 


It was suggested that today's discussion should centre on the question of 
having an elected Speaker as proposed in Recommendation 2.2, A, and B, 
and the advantages or disadvantages of such. 


"Committee of the Whole" 


During the lengthy discussion that ensued, it was argued that Senate reform 
should be considered and discussed as an "organic whole", as opposed to 
dealing with a series of what might be considered to be discrete issues, but 
which might impact on other decisions yet to be taken. However, the feeling 
was also expressed that nothing would preclude Senate from considering a 
number of independent issues, including an elected Speaker, adopting 
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motions "in principle", and, at the end of the process, adopting an omnibus 
motion to approve the whole package. 


With respect to the question of an elected Speaker, it was suggested that 
such a situation would move Senate towards a parliamentary system based 
upon argumentation and advocacy, which, it was felt it would not be 
advantageous; that there had been no problems with the Rector chairing 
Senate meetings, nor was there any indication of the incumbent or the 
previous Rector having handled the Chair in a manner that was partial or 
injurious to the interest of Senators; that having an elected Speaker might 
lead to a more confrontational posture in Senate; that it would result in the 
loss of a vote among faculty representatives on Senate; and that Senate 
might be perceived as having more weight or influence in University 
proceedings by having the Rector preside over it. It was also argued, 
however, that there were other university Senates which were chaired by an 
elected person; that it was in the interest of efficiency to have an elected 
Chair and that Senate should adopt this particular recommendation as soon 
as possible; and that there was a symbolic value in having an elected Chair 
in that there would be a perception that Senate was in charge of its own 
affairs. 


In further discussion it was argued that potential Senate chairs should not be 
limited to elected faculty members on Senate: that it would be difficult to 
find a neutral Chair from among the Senate membership; and that it should 
not be assumed that the Chair would come from among the elected faculty 
representatives; that if members concentrated on issues considered at Senate 
and how effectively they were dealt with, it would not really matter who 
was sitting in the Chair; that the basic issue to be determined was whether 
Senate wished to operate under the British or the American model; and that 
having the Rector as Chair of Senate would at least ensure her or his 
attendance at meetings. 


It was suggested procedurally that perhaps a "Straw vote" might be taken on 
the issue of having an elected Speaker in order to have some indication of 
Senate's feeling on the matter which could be taken back to the Steering 
Committee for consideration. It was also suggested that perhaps the elected 
model might be tried for several Senate meetings to see whether there was 
any dramatic change in the character of Senate deliberations. 


In response to the above Dr. Bertrand advised that he would prefer to have a 
further discussion at Steering Committee vis-a-vis the issues and 
suggestions that had been made before putting the question to a "straw 
vote". 


It was agreed that the matter be considered again by the Steering Committee 
in light of the Senate discussion. The feeling was also expressed that in 
view of the discussion at the last Senate meeting, the Steering Committee 
had a responsibility to consider and work-out a reformulation of Prof. 
McDonough's motion concerning the Senate election of one of the two 
Vice-Chairs of the Board of Governors. 


94-9-24 


94-9-25 


REGULAR SESSION 


Code of Ethics 


Dr. Bertrand, after drawing members' attention to the Revised Draft Six of 
the Code of Ethics (Document US-94-9-D8), provided background 
information with respect to the development of the proposed "Code of 
Ethics" , and explained the need for its adoption by the University as soon 
as possible. He also emphasized that the "Code of Ethics" applied to 
everyone in the University, including members of the Board of Governors. 
In addition. he advised that as had been agreed by the Steering Committee, 
he intended to concentrate the discussion today on Chapters One through 
Four, and to avoid consideration of Chapters Five and Six which required 
discussion with CUFA, other bodies and fora, as well as the "disclosure 
document" which was basically considered only as an example"; and that he 
also intended to move the meeting into "Committee of the Whole" for 
approximately 30 minutes for the Senate discussion. 


COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 


Code of Ethics (cont'd) 


During the lengthy ensuing discussion, concerns were expressed with 
respect to the phrase "substantive intellectual contribution..", paragraph 1, 
page 5, under Authorship, Chapter Two, which, it was argued, was open to 
widely different interpretations; paragraph 2, page 12, under Criteria for 
Involvement, Chapter Four, which, it was suggested, as worded, 
represented an extremely intrusive University role in the lives of students, 
faculty and staff, particularly with respect to private voluntary activity; the 
principle on Justice, paragraph 2, page 2 in the Introduction, which, it was 
suggested, was totally unclear and should be rewritten; the references to 
"substantive contribution..." and "significant role...", last paragraph, page 
4, under Authorship, Chapter Two, which, it was argued, should be 
precisely written and clearly defined; the elimination by the University Legal 
Counsel of the right to cross-examine from paragraph 2, page 2, under 
Justice in the Introduction, particularly with respect to individuals accused 
by their peers in instances where there were contradictory versions of the 
events, and which elimination, it was felt, should be reconsidered and 
reviewed; problems associated with the determination of authorship and the 
order in which names were published, under Chapter Two, which, it was 
suggested, might be helped by the establishment in each unit of a 
mechanism for peer review and objective control on the matter; sections of 
the "Code" which could not reasonably be applied to students, including 
restrictions listed under Chapter Three: Conflicts of Interest, which would 
result from the change in the phrase "University personnel" ...to "university 
members...", last paragraph, page 6; use of word "determine" in the last 
paragraph, page 2, under Academic Work, in Chapter one, and the phrase 
"Ideological disputes...", last sentence, last paragraph, page 7, under 
section A. Conflicts of Interest Involving Valued Personal Relationships, in 
Chapter Three, both of which, it was felt, could lead to potential difficulties 
in interpretation; and paragraph 3, page 1, under Academic Freedom in the 


Introduction, which, it was felt, should clearly define academic 
responsibility in terms of what it entailed and its relationship to integrity and 
answerability vis-a-vis the entire document. Responding to a suggestion that 
a statement should be included relative to ethical administrative behavior 
summing up the general administrative duties and obligations particularly 
those concerning respect for academic freedom, equity, non-discrimination, 
fairness and openness, Dr. Bertrand advised that he would appreciate 
receiving the comments, perhaps in point form, which he could then bring 
to the Steering Committee for consideration. 


Concern was also expressed over the definition of external activities under 
Conflicts of Interest Arising out of External Activities, Section DI, Chapter 
Three, page 10, with respect to which it was argued that individuals 
working on contracts brought through the University were in fact involved 
in internal work and were properly carrying out their duties in connection 
with the mission of the University to transfer such knowledge to the 
community, whether cultural industrial, or business; that work that did not 
go through the Off ice of Research Services and was governed by Article 24 
in. the Collective Agreement represented external activities which did not 
advance the University in any way; and that Section D mixed up the two 
types of activities and should be modified. 


Concern was also voiced with respect to the Possibility of adopting a less 
than perfect document because of pressure from the Chair, the Board of 
Governors or the external community; the possibility of approving a less 
than precise Code of Ethics document which could lead to administrative 
abuse with respect to suppression of faculty activities; and the fact that the 
document included the incorporation of some laws but it was also a 
document for discussion, 1.e., a framework to guide future thinking and for 
use in decision-making with respect to ethical matters. It was also argued 
that confusion could arise in the mind of an arbitrator or a future 
administrator with respect to the distinction between a law that could not be 
broken and a law that was in a state of evolution: that while this distinction 
was explained in paragraph 2 of the Preface, there were no categorical 
distinctions made throughout the document: and that while the document 
represented a brilliant academic treatise on ethics in the academic world, it 
was not a "Code of Ethics". 


The feeling was also expressed that while it might be true that ethics 
documents on their own would not ensure ethical behaviour in the sense that 
one could not legislate morality. nonetheless the University could move in 
that direction by drawing up certain guidelines in respect of circumstances 
on which the community could declare itself by defining particular 
boundaries vis-a-vis ethical behaviour, and which people could be expected 
to abide by; and that it was also helpful in terms of expressing the 
University community's ethical ideals. At the same time, caution was urged 
with respect to any wording which would allow people to violate the 
"Code"; and concern was also expressed with respect to attempting in 
general to put into a code the regulation of human behaviour. 
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It was suggested that perhaps a vote could be taken in support of the six 
principles on pages | and 2, in the introduction. However, it was also 
suggested that there had been a first preliminary Senate discussion where a 
lot of sympathy had been expressed with the idea of a "Code", with some 
difficulties raised; that there was nothing to prevent Senate from discussing 
further aspects of the document at its next meeting; that there was no reason 
to rush into an empty assent with respect to principles that were hard to 
deny; that the issue-at-large was not so much the principles, but rather the 
formulation of the principles in the document; that while members were 
concerned about timing, the concern was not so much about timing today, 
but rather time over the course of the next several Senate meetings; that there 
was nothing in particular to be accomplished, by voting on the principles 
today; and that Senate might be in a better position to take a vote perhaps 
after there had perhaps been some revisions to the wording under some of 
the headings. 


Other issues which were raised and responded to included questions with 
respect to possible comparisons with "codes of ethics" at other universities 
by the authors of Document US-94-9-D8; and the relationship of the 
proposed "Code of Ethics" with the existing Code of Conduct, etc. 


In summary comments, Dr. Bertrand expressed the feeling that progress 
had been made at today's Senate meeting; that in his view the document was 
an evolving document with which the University could work and live; that 
the meaning and intention of much of what was contained in the proposed 
"Code" would only become clear upon challenges, as was the case with 
jurisprudence; that the Steering Committee would have to consider some of 
the issues that had been raised, particularly with respect to clarifications, 
and it would also have to grapple with the possibility of having some group 
or other attempt to distill from the document perhaps ten or eleven 
"commandments" that might be considered as a "Code of Ethics", with 
Document US-94-9-D8 being viewed as a document that talked about 
related issues and principles; and that we had now reached the point 
whereby over the course of the next few meetings Senate should be able to 
make some fundamental decisions with respect to the direction in which it 
wished to move vis-a-vis the "Code of Ethics". 


REGULAR SESSION 


Other Business 


Elections to the Special Committee on the Role of Senate in University 
Governance 


Dr. Bertrand raised the question as to whether members, following the 
earlier discussion on Senate Reform, wished to procede to elect the 
membership of the Special Committee, or whether they would prefer to hold 
it in abeyance pending further discussion on Senate Reform. 


It was suggested that the matter be tabled until Senate had had more 
opportunity to discuss the issues surrounding Senate Reform. 
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IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. CHAIKELSON, SECONDED BY PROF. 
SCHEINBERG, THAT THE ELECTIONS TO THE SPECIAL 
COMMITTEE ON THE ROLE OF SENATE IN UNIVERSITY 
GOVERNANCE BE TABLED UNTIL SUCH TIME AS SENATE HAS 
DECIDED TO TAKE IT FROM THE TABLE. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Discretionary Accounts 


In response to a query, Dr. Bertrand advised that he would allow a question 
to be raised with respect to the Rector's Discretionary Accounts on the 
generous understanding of Senate members that such action did not re-open 
the Question Period. 


After expressing concern with respect to actions which were being taken to 
create lasting changes to what was a regular function of the Rector's 
position vis-a-vis the intended collapse of accounts that had so benefited the 
student population, Mr. Caruthers raised questions as to who would have 
the final authority with respect to the status of the accounts; and whether it 
would not be prudent in the future, to alter the functions of the Rector's 
position in consultation with the candidate himself or herself. 


In response to the above, Dr. Bertrand advised that he was the Rector of the 
University until such time as someone else had been appointed to the 
position; that one of the mandates that had been given to him by the Board 
of Governors was to ensure that certain changes occurred in the University, 
that he was attempting to do his best to do so, and that certain things were 
possible within that mandate that he intended to do; that as he had stated 
earlier today, it Was his belief that as Was the case with the Deans and the 
Vice-Rectors, etc., the Rector should have some money available to help not 
only the students but others as well, that it should be a limited amount, and 
that it should be in the Operating Budget; that the large amount of money 
that had been collected previously could no longer be collected in the same 
way because the accounting procedures that had allowed it to happen were 
no longer permitted by the Quebec Government; that he did not agree that he 
should consult with the next Rector, whose appointment in any case might 
be a long way off; and that it had been agreed that the Office of the Rector 
would do most of the planning with respect to the handling of the issue of 
the discretionary accounts. 


Next Meeting 


Dr. Bertrand announced that the next meeting would be held at 2: 00 p.m., 
Friday, 28 October 1994 in the Senate Chamber, Loyola Campus. 


Adjournment 


94-9-29 The meeting was adjourned at 4:24 pm. on a motion by Prof. Pallen, 
seconded by Mr. Dalton. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


